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Work and Occupations 38 (1) it is only for professionals that occupational commitment is greater than organizational commitment. The authors do not believe that these results are unique to Korean society but argue that research such as theirs on between-occupation differences in work commitment needs to be undertaken in other cultural contexts. Perhaps more important, the impact on work commitment of the conflict between occupational subcultures and organizational cultures needs to be a focus in future research.
Keywords organizational commitment, occupational commitment, occupational contexts, occupational subculture, Korean General Social Survey For close to five decades sociology of work and organization scholars have expended considerable energy on studying various forms of work commitment. The most attention has been given to organizational commitment, although work motivation, professional commitment, career commitment, occupational commitment, and job involvement have also been studied extensively (Meyer & Allen, 1997; Morrow, 1993) . The total body of research has been massive in large part because of these forms of commitment having been examined as independent, intervening, moderating, and dependent variables in various models offered to understand employee behaviors better. As a byproduct of this research, an interest emerged in the interrelationships among various forms of work commitment. Because these studies typically report correlations among different types of commitment, it was possible to conduct meta-analyses (Lee, Carswell, & Allen, 2000; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990) of the true (corrected) intercorrelations among these forms of commitment. As a consequence, we now have solid evidence about how various forms of commitment are interrelated. There still are, however, a number of unanswered questions about the interrelations of different forms of commitment. One of these questions concerns occupation differences in employee commitments, that is, for our purposes, occupation differences in organizational commitment and occupational commitment. Concretely, our goal is to use major occupational groupings as contexts that could differentially affect employee occupational and organizational commitment. We develop and test hypotheses (a) about how levels of organizational and occupational commitment vary by occupation and (b) about how the correlation of organizational and occupational commitment varies by occupation.
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The bulk of the research on various forms of commitment has been based on data from Western nations, and the United States in particular. In addition, previous research has relied primarily on occupation-specific samples and/or samples from single organizations. There is very little research on nonWestern data from national samples that allows for examining how occupational contexts affect organizational and occupational commitment. We hope to contribute toward remedying this deficiency with our analysis of data from a recent national sample from South Korea. Morrow (1993) has conceptualized work commitment as encompassing job involvement, organizational commitment, occupational commitment, and work ethic endorsement. Our focus is only on organizational commitment and occupational commitment. And although acknowledging the existence of various dimensions or types of organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997) , our concern is only with affective organizational commitment. Following Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian (1974) , we define organizational commitment as "the relative strength of an individual's identification with and involvement in a particular organization" (p. 604).
Conceptual and Definitional Issues
As discussed by Lee et al. (2000) , career commitment, professional commitment, and occupational commitment have been used interchangeably in the commitment literature. This is found in meta-analyses (Lee et al., 2000; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990 ) that examine what is labeled as the relationship between organizational and occupational commitment but that actually relies on data sets that measure career commitment, professional commitment and occupational commitment and subsume them under the label "occupational commitment." Even though they are often used interchangeably, career, occupational, and professional commitment are not the same. Career commitment is typically used in two distinct ways: (a) to refer to a lifelong series of related training/vocational decisions and work-related activities (Arther, Hall, & Lawrence 1989; Greenhaus, 1987) and (b) to refer to attachment to an identifiable and specific line (type) of work (Blau, 1985; Morrow, 1993) . Professional commitment, although often thought about as involving a longterm attachment (a career), specifies loyalty to the profession (professional occupation) one has selected and been trained in. Clerical, sales, service, and manual occupations seldom are identified as providing careers (as defined above in its first use) and are not occupations for which there would be a 6
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professional commitment, but there clearly is some level of occupational commitment for those working in these occupations. Faced with these definitional dilemmas, Lee et al. (2000) provide a convincing argument that "occupation" is a more global or general concept for one's work or job than is career or profession and is preferable when studying a broad range of occupations because it includes both professional and nonprofessional occupations. In addition, relying on the second definition of career (see above), we agree with Lee et al. (2000) who emphasize that their definition of occupation specifies an "identifiable and specific line of work" (p. 800). We adopt their definition of occupational commitment as "a psychological link between a person and his or her occupation that is based on an affective reaction to that occupation" (p. 800).
Previous Research on the Relationship Between Organizational and Occupational Commitment
The vast majority of the research that considers both occupational and organizational commitment is mainly interested in the correlation between the two. Counter to some claims (Kalleberg & Berg, 1987 ) of a zero-sum relationship-if commitment to one focus increases, commitment to other foci will decrease-there is absolutely no question that the two forms of commitment are positively related. With no moderator analysis for type of occupation, Mathieu and Zajac (1990) found the true (corrected) correlation between occupational commitment and organizational (attitudinal) commitment to be .45. Lee et al. (2000) found the affective organizational commitment and occupational commitment correlation also to be .45. Most interesting for our goals, however, is their moderator analysis that examines this correlation for professionals and nonprofessionals. They hypothesize a stronger correlation for those working in "profession-consistent" work contexts but then state "It is not at all clear how occupational and organizational commitment are related among nonprofessional employees" (Lee et al., 2000, p. 801) . The correlation for professionals in organizations that correspond to the profession (e.g., nurses in hospitals) was .48, for professionals in noncorresponding organizations (e.g., nurses in schools) the correlation was .23, whereas the correlation for nonprofessionals (all studies that did not study professions) was .45. The finding that work context is important for professionals is consistent with the research of Wallace (1995) who found, for lawyers, that the correlation between occupational and organizational commitment was .47 when the lawyers worked in professional organizations and only .28 when they worked in nonprofessional organizations. In a related meta-analysis of samples of only professionals, Wallace (1993) found in a moderator analysis the correlation for professionals who manage to be .47, whereas it was .29 for professionals who did not manage. We found no studies of this correlation across multiple occupation contexts.
Much less is known about between-occupation differences in the mean levels of occupational and organizational commitment. As we argue below for studying occupations as meaningful contexts, we review the limited research that has been conducted.
Occupations as Contexts: Arguments and Hypotheses
Although the heyday of interest in how occupational and organizational commitment are interrelated may have passed, there still is considerable research being undertaken (see Blau, 2003; Blau & Holladay, 2006; E. M. Chang, 1999; J. Y. Chang & Choi, 2007; Cohen, 1999 Cohen, , 2000 Cohen, , 2006 Cohen, , 2007 Den Hartog & Belschak, 2007; Hackett, Lapierre, & Hausdorf, 2001; McAculay, Zeitz, & Blau, 2006) . And although the earlier as well as these more recent studies have been quite valuable, they have two striking similarities that make their generalizability problematic: (a) the vast majority of the studies are of professionals or semi-professionals and (b) the studies typically rely on data from one or only several organizations. As a consequence, we have only limited data across a full range of occupations for a total national sample. These limitations, by themselves, are basis enough for looking at a full range of occupations for a representative national sample. However, there are two other reasons for wanting to examine a more complete range of occupations when asking how occupational and organizational commitments are related.
A second reason for emphasizing occupational context comes from the relatively recent, and bold, claim that occupations, rather than social classes, are the more important bases for understanding societal stratification and inequality. Coming from a mainstream macrosociological perspective, and citing the classical work of Durkheim (1893), the major proponents (Grusky & Sørensen, 1998 ) see occupations as a critical basis for social community identity. Specifically, they see three of the basic claims about social classesthat they exhibit closure, they are readily open to exploitation, and they contain the seeds for collective action-as actually more characteristic of occupations than of what are usually identified as social economic classes. They conclude that occupations are the more significant unit of analysis for studying and understanding societal stratification and inequality (see Johnson, 8 Work and Occupations 38(1) Mortimer, Lee, & Stern, 2007 , on how work values cluster for employees; Sengupta, Edwards, & Tsai, 2009 , for the differences between "good" and "bad" jobs; and Sørensen, 2000, for counter arguments and discussion). This argument is entirely consistent with our final reason for examining the effects of occupational context.
The third reason comes from the "occupational subculture" literature. Although organizational and sociology of work ethnographic studies have for some time identified and studied occupational subcultures (e.g., H. Applebaum, 1981; Becker, 1951; Bryant, 1972; Gamst, 1980; Lipset, Trow, & Coleman, 1956; Pilcher, 1972; Salaman, 1974; Steffens, 1972; Terkel, 1974) , arguably the most often-cited theoretical work is by Harrison Trice (1993) and Trice and Beyer (1993) , where the argument is made for going beyond just the study of organizational cultures to consider the existence of occupational subcultures within organizations. Trice (1993) concluded that, at the time of his writing, the focus in the study of organizational behavior (and work cultures) was almost entirely on organizations, rather than on occupations. Accepting that most organizations usually have multiple cultures rather than a single homogeneous culture (Dalton, 1959; Gregory, 1983; Louis, 1985; Riley, 1983) , Trice and Beyer (1993) argue that studying organizational subcultures is critical to the understanding of employee behavior in these organizations. Organizational subcultures "consist of distinctive clusters of ideologies, cultural forms, and other practices that identifiable groups of people in an organization exhibit" (Trice & Beyer, 1993, p. 174) . Within modern work organizations, occupational cultures are often the most well-organized sources of subcultures (Trice, 1993) . This is true for occupations because "(1) they provide the basis for diffuse subcultures in the general society, and (2) their members often form face-to-face subcultures within the organizations that employ them" (Trice, 1993, p. 178) . When occupation members' lives become integrated with occupational identities and ideologies, the social groups that emerge are referred to as occupational communities (Trice & Beyer, 1993) . The degree to which an occupational community is strong or weak depends on the existence of the following closely related characteristics:
(1) Esoteric knowledge and expertise, (2) extreme or unusual demands, (3) consciousness of kind, (4) pervasiveness-the occupational culture permeates nonworking life, (5) ideologies that confer favorable selfimages and social value to the tasks, (6) the extent to which members of the occupation are members' primary reference group, and (7) the abundance of consistent cultural forms. (Trice, 1993, p. 26) There are clear implications of this conceptualization of an occupational community for between-occupation differences in degree of organizational commitment and occupational commitment-members of occupations where these characteristics are more likely found will display the greatest occupational commitment, and likely greater occupational commitment than organizational commitment.
Merging stratification and organizational perspectives, Ritzer and Trice (1969) argue that those in low-status occupations (e.g., janitors and clerks) are unlikely to be very committed to their occupations, whereas those in highstatus occupations (e.g., doctors and lawyers) will be much more highly committed to their occupations. They argue that those in lower status occupations, to give meaning to their work lives, will direct their attention, and commitment, toward the organization.
This line of reasoning is expanded when Trice (1993) argues that "those occupations in which becoming a member is an ordeal generate more commitment (to the occupation) than those in which becoming a member is easier" (p. 131). He compares the "rites of passage" of university professors and physicians with those of becoming a school teacher or a social worker and argues that role (occupational) commitment will be greater for the two former occupations because of the larger and more complex roles they must learn.
Most of our hypotheses come from the above literature. Because professionals are more likely to be part of an occupational community-journals with peer reviews, professional meetings, part of national or international occupational labor markets (as opposed to local or firm labor markets), more likely to have experienced a more rigorous "ordeal" to enter the occupation, and clearly are of higher status-their occupational commitment will be higher than all other occupational groups. Following Ritzer and Trice (1969) , occupational commitment should be lowest for those in unskilled occupations where organizational commitment should be higher. Managers may experience "more difficult rites of passage" than clerical, sales, service, and manual workers and thus have relatively high occupational commitment, but it is much more likely for them to have a stronger commitment (when compared with professionals) to their employing organization. Managers have perhaps the greatest investment in the employing organization. Their job involves making and implementing decisions that are designed to make the business successful. If these decisions are not sound, then the manager must take responsibility for any resulting failures. Thus, their commitment must be to the organization itself and not just to "doing the job." Our first two hypotheses come from these arguments.
Hypothesis 1: Occupational commitment will be lowest for clerical, service and sales, and manual occupations and highest for professional occupations. Hypothesis 2: Organizational commitment will be highest for managers.
Our third hypothesis is about the difference between the degree (or level) of occupational and organizational commitment (we will refer to this as the "commitment gap") over different occupations. Based on the previous arguments we expect the commitment gap to be greatest for those in professional occupations, where occupational commitment will be greater than organizational commitment (see Wang & Armstrong, 2004 , for empirical support for higher occupational commitment for professionals; but see Kwon & Banks, 2004 , for a study of professionals where organizational commitment is higher than professional commitment).
There are at least three factors operating here. The first involves the decision to undertake training in a profession. This is, in itself, a commitment to the profession because the training in most professions is time-consuming and expensive. The second factor is the socialization (both during training and while working in the profession) professionals experience. An attitudinal, and often affective, attachment to the profession is instilled as the person is socialized into the profession. Professionals have been socialized to view their occupation (profession) as their "home" and not the organization they work for. The third factor, already mentioned above, is the structure of the labor market professionals belong to. Professionals operate more in an external occupational labor market (McDuff & Mueller, 2000; Osnowitz, 2006) ; professionals are selected and sorted based on national and international job opportunities rather than just local opportunities. All three of these factors should operate to instill a higher level of occupational commitment, relative to organizational commitment, among professionals.
We concur with Lee et al. (2000) that hypotheses about nonprofessional occupations are not as easily formulated, so we limit our hypothesis about the "commitment gap" to professionals. However, based on our early depictions of occupational categories, we would not be surprised if managers are more organizationally committed than occupationally committed and among clerical, service and sales, and manual occupations, organizational commitment is also greater than occupational commitment.
Hypothesis 3:
Relative to those in other occupations, professionals will exhibit greater occupational commitment than organizational commitment. (We refer to this as the "commitment gap hypothesis.") Our fourth hypothesis takes us from predicting between-occupation mean differences to predicting between-occupation correlation differences. It is correlations among work commitment forms that have held the interest of researchers much more often than mean differences. Although the metaanalyses we have already referred to clearly show a positive relationship between occupational commitment and organizational commitment, we have yet to find data that disaggregate by more than a few crude occupational categories. As with mean differences, we are able to examine this correlation for six occupational categories: professionals, semiprofessionals, managers, clerical workers, sales and service employees, and manual workers. As we argue in the section on the Korean context, we believe our fourth hypothesis drawn primarily from Western data and research does not need to be altered for Korea (see E. M. Chang, 1999; Kim & Seo, 2003, to support this) . Our fourth hypothesis is the following:
Hypothesis 4: Occupational commitment and organizational commitment are positively correlated for all occupations.
Our fifth hypothesis specifies between-occupation correlation differences. Although not specifically studying the issues addressed in our article, Krecker (1994) discusses contexts in which there is a "loose coupling" of individual (occupational) and organizational careers. While previous research is informative about the "bundling" of the two forms of commitment for professionals, we know essentially nothing about this for other occupations. Lee et al. (2000) do examine the relationship between occupational (combines occupational, career, and profession commitment measures) and organizational commitment for professionals versus nonprofessionals, but as we have said previously, the authors are unwilling to commit to hypotheses about nonprofessional employees. Lee et al. (2000) seem somewhat surprised that the nonprofessional correlation (.448) is so similar to the correlation (.484) for professionals in corresponding organizations (we computed a weighted r from the Lee et al. data for all professionals to be .443). They explain this by concluding that the mechanisms operating to produce these similar correlations are quite different. Professionals have developed their career commitment prior to their development of organizational commitment. If the organization that employs them is concurrent with their career expectations (i.e., it is a "corresponding" organization), then the two forms of commitment will be more highly correlated. This larger correlation in this situation is consistent with Wallace's (1995) claim that bureaucratic organizations are not that incompatible with professional values and that
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professionals have learned to adapt to bureaucratic work environments. Unfortunately, we do not have access to data on the types of organizations professionals are employed by. However, we still argue that for professionals, in general, there is a weaker bundling of occupational and organizational commitment. Among nonprofessionals, where there is less antibureaucracy fervor and there is less intense pre-entry occupational socialization, career and organizational commitment are likely to develop concurrently based on workplace experiences. Our fifth hypothesis is the following:
Hypothesis 5: Occupational and organizational commitment will be "bundled" (correlated) the lowest for professionals.
Our final hypothesis is an extension of the argument presented for Hypothesis 2 and comes from arguments and data provided by Wallace (1993) . Wallace argues that professionals who also manage have a greater vested interest in the organization they work for, thus more strongly merging their organizational and career commitment. The success of the organization is important in their career advancement, even if they do not continue employment in that company. Wallace found the corrected correlation for professionals who manage to be .469, whereas it was .287 for those who did not manage. Although mean differences do not necessarily translate into correlation differences, Wang and Armstrong (2004) found that professionals who are project managers have higher professional commitment than professionals who are not project managers. Our sixth hypothesis is the following:
Hypothesis 6: Among professionals, the correlation between occupational commitment and organizational commitment will be higher for those who supervise others.
The Korean Context
Employment practices, rather than occupational contexts, are what differentiate Korean workers and Western workers. On a continuum ranging from merit-to seniority-based employment practices (Dore, 1973; Lincoln & Kalleberg, 1990) , Korean workers are, relative to their Western counterparts, located more toward the seniority-based end of the continuum (Bae & Chung, 1997; Steinberg, 1989) . Despite some objections to this traditional characterization (Bae & Form, 1986) , seniority still is highly valued in Korea. Most Korean work organizations are hierarchically structured in terms of seniority rules and regulations, and substantial rewards and benefits accrue to senior positions (Eom, 2006) . Specifically, and relative to Western organizations, pay schemes in most Korean organizations are often based on firm tenure and age rather than on individual performance or achievement. Various kinds of payment, fringe benefits, and allowances are often offered independent of an employee's performance. Although performance evaluation matters in deciding crucial organizational rewards such as pay and promotion, it is not always the major criterion in those decisions. Instead, decisions can be informal and personalistic in nature or can be based on collectivistic (group) rules and regulations. In summary, performance evaluations are less important in Korea than in the West (Kim, 1999) . The question before us is "do these cultural differences require that we qualify our hypotheses?" We argue that they do not. We found no evidence that these cultural workplace features in Korea characterize one occupational category more than another. If this is so, then we believe our hypotheses are appropriate for Korean employees. In fact, in a study to compare the levels of and correlations between organizational and occupational commitments for medical doctors and nurses who were employed in large-scale hospitals of Korea, Kim and Seo (2003) found results consistent with our expectations: Doctors (professionals) are committed more to their occupations than organizations, whereas nurses (semiprofessionals) are committed more to their organizations. In addition, correlations between the two commitments are lower for doctors (unadjusted r = .422) than nurses (r = .627).
Method Data
The 2005 Korean General Social Survey (KGSS; Kim et al., 2006) is the source of data we use to test the hypotheses. The KGSS, a Korean version of the General Social Survey in the United States, is a national sample survey conducted each year since 2003. The target population includes the adult population aged 18 years or older who live in households in Korea. A representative sample is drawn from this population by means of multistage area probability sampling procedures. Structured face-to-face interviews that are administered by a trained group of interviewers are then conducted for the selected sample.
1 The 2005 KGSS included two topical modules, the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) 2005 module for Work Orientations III and the special module on Inequality and Equity of Korea. Data from both modules are used in the analysis.
The survey, in the field from June to August 2005, yielded a valid sample of 1,613 out of 2,500, for a response rate of 64.5%.
2 From these 1,613, we conducted the analysis on 535 cases (552 minus 17 cases lost because of listwise missing data). The reduction from 1,613 to 552 requires an explanation. Two factors are operating. In Korea, as in most General Social Surveytype surveys conducted around the world, the target population is the total adult population (employed and unemployed) with no restriction on the upper extreme of the age. About 40% of the Korean adult population is unemployed (e.g., students, housewives, and the like). In addition, Korea, relative to developed Western nations, has a smaller percentage of wage workers who are employed. The percent of non-self-employed wage earners among the adult population in 2005 in Korea was 39.6%; whereas in Sweden, it was 66.6%; in Great Britain, it was 52.4%; in the United States, it was 61.2%; and in Germany, it was 50.8% (International Labor Office [ILO], 2006). Table 1 contains descriptive statistics for the variables used in the analysis. Organizational commitment was measured by three items adapted from the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Porter et al., 1974) , and occupational commitment was measured by three items adapted from Blau's (1985) measure of what he referred to as career commitment. However, as discussed by Lee et al. (2000) , Blau's (1985) definition and measurement of career emphasizes a person's "line of work" rather than a series of jobs, training choices, and various work-related activities over one's lifetime. In capturing "line of work" attachment, the measure we used can legitimately be labeled as occupational commitment. Both measures capture an employee's affective orientation (loyalty) to the employer and the occupation, respectively. Table 2 provides the results of a confirmatory factor analysis designed to substantiate that the two forms of commitment are positively related but are conceptually distinct forms of commitment. Using LISREL analysis several competing, nested factor models were compared. The two-factor model, as opposed to a one-factor model, clearly has the best fit with the data, meaning that organizational commitment and occupational commitment, although positively correlated, are empirically, as well as conceptually, distinct constructs. Lee et al. (2000) in their meta-analysis found a corrected correlation of .449 between these two forms of commitment, and Mathieu and Zajac (1990) found the correlation to be .438. Our LISREL-corrected correlation between these two latent constructs is also positive but substantially larger at .73. We are reluctant to claim that this difference is meaningful because it must be remembered that our Korean results are based on only one sample, whereas the meta-analyses rely on multiple samples for which an average correlation over numerous samples is obtained. The occupational categories are based on the International Standard Classification of Occupations 1988 (ISCO-88; ILO, 1990) . The first digit of the ISCO-88 four-digit codes, which consist of 390 unit groups in total, hierarchically distinguishes a total of nine major categories: (1) legislators, senior officials, and managers; (2) professionals; (3) technicians and associate professionals; (4) clerks; (5) service workers and shop and market sales workers; (6) skilled agricultural and fishery workers; (7) craft and related trades workers; (8) plant and machine operators and assemblers; (9) elementary occupations. These are all mutually exclusive categories based on the ISCO-88 (ILO, 1990) .
Measurement
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This categorization differentiates skills acquired through education and training, rather than other differences (e.g., industry or employment status; Ganzeboom & Treiman, 1996) , and facilitates grouping into professional and various nonprofessional categories. Categories 4 through 9 are all clearly nonprofessional occupations (ILO, 1990) , and categories 6 through 9 are manual occupations and are grouped together accordingly (we label these as MAN). 4 We retain the first five categories as distinct: (1
) Managers (MG), (2) Professionals (PR), (3) Semiprofessionals (SP), (4) Clerical (CL), and (5) Service and Sales (S&S).
The other variables listed in Table 1 are control variables. In assessing the hypothesized between-occupation "commitment gap" differences (Hypothesis 3), factors known to influence commitment will be controlled. Specifically, we use three different sets of controls: employee characteristics, workplace rewards, and professional value factors. Employee characteristics are the sociodemographic characteristics of an individual employee and include gender, age, educational attainment, firm tenure, union membership, and general training. Workplace rewards include the organizational inducements of wages, advancement opportunities, job security, autonomy, skill improvement opportunity, service opportunity, and routinization (variety is the reward).
5 Following Wallace (1995) and Osinsky and Mueller (2004) , professional value factors refer to several of the most important work conditions consistent with professional values and include the importance of career opportunities, autonomy, and service orientation. These value factors are supposed to have the strongest effect on the work commitment of professionals. Complete descriptions of these control variables are found on the ISSP website (http://www.issp.org).
The appendix presents the correlations among all of the variables in the analysis. There are only four correlations greater than .500. Organizational commitment and occupational commitment are correlated by .585, routinization is correlated by −.539 with occupational commitment and −.601 with advancement opportunities, and skill improvement opportunities is correlated .541 with advancement opportunities. Multicollinearity is not a serious problem for the variables in the analysis. Table 3 displays the means by occupation for all variables, the analysis of variance for occupation differences, and the multiple comparison test results for occupation differences among the means. All the F tests are significant except for union membership, the importance (value) of autonomy and the importance (value) of a service orientation. The post hoc tests identify significant differences but also allow for identifying any clustering of occupations based on similarities (no differences in means) for each of the variables in the table.
Results
With reference to occupation differences in employee characteristics, managers (92%) and manual workers (75%) are overwhelmingly male, and they are also the oldest employees. Not surprisingly, professionals stand alone with the most schooling (16.9), whereas service and sales and manual employees cluster together with the least schooling. Although managers are not different from professionals in their high level of tenure, it is managers who are consistently higher in tenure than all of the other occupations. Korea is unique in that there are no significant differences in between-occupation union membership (average is 17%). Professionals have a greater level of general training relative to clerical, service and sales, and manual workers.
For workplace rewards the post hoc tests indicate that the least number of between-occupation differences is for job security and autonomy where it is the professionals who stand out uniquely as being rewarded the most on these two factors. With regard to wages, it is managers and professionals who cluster together with high pay. For advancement opportunities and skill improvement opportunities, there are two distinct clusters: managers, professionals and semiprofessionals (high opportunities) and clerical, service and sales, and manual (low opportunities). Professionals are unique with low routinization (high variety), whereas service opportunities differ by occupation but do not seem to fit any particular pattern. Finally, it is interesting that for the three value variables, it is only for the importance of career opportunities that there are between-occupation differences and, specifically, only for professionals versus manual workers where service opportunities are valued more by professionals.
With the exception of the results for the value items, the data in Table 3 are consistent with the claim that the work context varies across occupations or clusters of occupations-there are between-occupation differences in worker characteristics and workplace rewards-and these differences, as we have argued, could produce (or may be the consequence of) different occupational subcultures and occupational communities.
Our first two hypotheses are about between-occupation mean differences in the two forms of commitment. We rely on conservative Scheffé post hoc tests because there are so many possible comparisons. Hypothesis 1 is supported. As hypothesized, clerical, service and sales, and manual occupations are the lowest in occupational commitment and are significantly lower than professionals who have the highest mean (see Table 3 ). In addition, service and sales and manual employees are lower in occupational commitment than semiprofessionals and managers. Professionals are also higher in occupational commitment than managers when an a priori two-tailed t test is conducted.
There is partial support for Hypothesis 2, which specifies organizational commitment differences (see Table 3 ). Managers do display greater organizational commitment when compared with those in the three nonprofessional categories (clerical, service and sales, and manual occupations) and semiprofessionals (a priori two-tailed t test). The fact that professionals and managers do not differ is consistent with Wallace's (1995) argument that professionals have adapted to the bureaucratic organizations they are now often employed by.
Hypothesis 3 is concerned with the difference in mean levels of the two commitments and stated that, relative to those in the various nonprofessional occupations, professionals will exhibit greater occupational commitment than organizational commitment. The difference between occupational and organizational commitment means has been computed and given as the "deviation" for each comparison (see Table 4 ). A positive deviation indicates that organizational commitment is greater than occupational commitment, whereas a negative deviation indicates that occupational commitment is greater than organizational commitment. Because the means we are comparing do not come from independent samples and the measures do not use the same wordings, we cannot use significance tests for either independent or correlated samples. We must rely on patterns in the data in drawing conclusions, and we need to emphasize that our statements about mean differences are always "relative to" the other occupation(s) used in the comparison.
Without any controls (Table 4 ) the professionals are committed more to their occupations than to their organizations (deviation = −.220), whereas employees in the other five occupational categories are committed more to their organizations than occupations (deviations: MG = .453, SP = .057, CL = .350, S&S = .480, MAN = .405). Moreover, this hypothesized pattern of higher occupational commitment for professionals holds after introducing each of the three sets of controls in Table 4 . 6 We conclude that Hypothesis 3 is supported; relative to all other occupational categories, those in professional occupations are more committed to their occupations than to their organizations.
We learn something about why the commitment gaps are different across occupations by examining the adjusted gap when different sets of variables are controlled. Controlling employee characteristics results in only small changes for all six occupational categories when the adjusted commitment gap is compared with the unadjusted gap. However, when the workplace rewards are controlled, the commitment gap for professionals, although still having occupational commitment higher, is reduced more than for any other occupational category. Several of the other gaps even increase in magnitude. This tells us that workplace rewards, which are consistently higher for professionals (see Table 3 ), are actually operating to boost occupational commitment relative to organizational commitment. On the surface, this may seem surprising because the rewards are likely provided by the employer (organization) rather than by the profession. However, if we accept the argument about professionals adapting to bureaucratic organizations that hire them (Wallace, 1995) , rewarding work conditions provided by the employer actually enhance their occupational commitment.
Hypothesis 4 states that the correlation between organizational and occupational commitment will be positive for all occupational groups. The data in Table 5 support this hypothesis. Hypothesis 5, which predicts the smallest correlation for professions, is not supported, because there are no significant differences for any of the pairs of correlations. Our final hypothesis (Hypothesis 6) specifies a correlation difference between professionals who manage and professionals who do not manage. Consistent with the hypothesis, professionals who supervise others (.680) "bundle" organizational and occupational commitment more closely than professionals who do not supervise others (.425; see Table 5 ). The difference is not statistically significant, although the difference we do observe is consistent with that found by Wallace (1993) , who observed that professionals who manage (supervise) exhibit a stronger correlation between organizational and occupational commitment than professionals who do not manage.
Discussion
Our hypotheses were of three types: (1) mean between-occupation differences in both occupational commitment and organizational commitment, (2) between-occupation differences in the "commitment gap" between occupational commitment and organizational commitment, and (3) betweenoccupation differences in the correlation between occupational commitment and organizational commitment. The hypotheses of the first and second types were generally supported, whereas there was no support at all for betweenoccupation correlation differences. 26
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Hypothesis 1, about between-occupation differences in occupational commitment, received the most support. Those in professional occupations seem to be unique in their inflated occupational commitment. Their extensive profession-specific training and professional socialization as well as the external occupational labor markets they operate in make them highly committed to their occupation, which they view as a career. This strong occupational commitment for professionals is also seen when we examined the commitment gap in testing (Hypothesis 3). Only for professionals was occupational commitment greater than organizational commitment. Those in nonprofessional occupations (clerical, service and sales, manual) have occupations that they identify with as jobs and not as lifelong occupational careers.
For Hypothesis 2, about between-occupation differences in organizational commitment, we found, as predicted, that managers have the highest mean relative to semiprofessionals and the three nonprofessional categories; organizational commitment is not significantly different for managers and professionals. Finding no difference for managers and professionals is not entirely unexpected, however. In fact, it is consistent with Wallace's (1995) argument that professionals have largely adapted to the bureaucratic organizations they are now often employed by.
Although we found moderate size positive correlations between occupational and organizational commitment for all six occupational categories (as predicted in Hypothesis 4), there was no support for Hypotheses 5 and 6, about between-occupation differences in the magnitude of the correlation. We believe that larger subsample sizes likely would produce some significant differences, but we are unwilling to claim patterns in the data given the nonsignificance of the between-occupation comparisons.
Conclusions
Our major conclusion is that occupational context is important in understanding how employees commit to their work. This is consistent with classical sociological theory (Durkheim, 1893) as well as with claims by contemporary scholars of stratification (Grusky & Sørensen, 1998) , who have argued for the importance of occupations, rather than classes, in understanding human behavior within a social context. Our arguments and hypotheses about occupational contexts, however, relied not on stratification arguments but primarily on claims made about organizations as presented in the work of Trice (1993) and Trice and Beyer (1993) . Although our data allow for only a weak test of what they claim about occupational subcultures, our results are consistent with much of what they argue about these subcultures. Their arguments go beyond just the study of occupational subcultures, of course, and we believe that it is their more general examination of multiple organizational cultures and subcultures that will prove the most fruitful in understanding how various work contexts affect employee work commitment. Their goal is not to study occupational subcultures in isolation but, instead, to understand occupational subcultures within organizations. Occupational subcultures can come in conflict with the more general organizational culture in the employing organization. Where this conflict is the greatest, the difference between organizational commitment and occupational commitment should be greatest and the correlation between the two should be smaller. We did not have access to data on the organizations the employees worked for and could not examine this potential conflict. However, we believe this is the direction future research should take.
To address potential conflict created by organizational cultures and occupational subcultures Trice (1993) and Trice and Beyer (1993) offer a four-cell typology with Degree of Control by Formal Administrative Principle (predominant vs. subordinate) and Control by Occupational Principle (predominant vs. subordinate). For two of the categories (one where control is prominent, i.e., strong, for both administrative principle and occupational principle and the other where both administrative and occupational principles are subordinate, i.e., weak), there exists either mutual tolerance and accommodation (the strong-strong context) or egalitarian relations (the weak-weak context). Examples given for the strong-strong category are lawyers and doctors in corporations and skilled craft workers, whereas examples for the weak-weak category are food cooperatives, alternative schools and health collectives. The category of prominent occupational principle with subordinate administrative principle is labeled "assimilation of management by occupation," with examples of universities, social work agencies, hospitals, and police departments. Finally, the category of prominent administrative principle and subordinate occupational principle is labeled as "assimilation of occupation by management," with examples of accountants, engineers, pharmacists and deskilled occupations. Our data did not allow us to undertake the analysis implied by this typology, but it should be used in future hypothesis formulation, in making research design decisions, and in the interpretation of results about how various forms of work commitment are related.
Although admitting to providing only a weak test of Trice and Beyer's (1993) arguments about occupational subcultures, we do argue that most of our results are consistent with their claims and that our analysis by occupational categories goes beyond what has been studied previously when the relationship between occupational and organizational commitment has been examined. There is, however, one unique feature of Korean society that must also be addressed. As we report above, when the data are described, there is a very large proportion of Korean workers who are self-employed. As a consequence, the survey-filtering format resulted in these individuals not being asked about their occupational or organizational commitment. We would be hard pressed to claim that we are missing important data on occupational subcultures for these individuals (no one or only a few to interact with), but this situation does raise a question that, to our knowledge, has not been addressed. These self-employed individuals do, when loosely defined, form an organization. It would be interesting to assess whether their occupational commitment would be highly correlated with their "organizational" commitment.
To conclude, we believe that understanding the relationship between an employee's organizational commitment and occupational commitment will come from studying the interaction of organizational context (culture) and occupational context (subculture). Although not argued from an "occupational subculture within an organizational culture" perspective, the work of Wallace (1993 Wallace ( , 1995 and the meta-analysis of Lee et al. (2000) shows the value of considering organizational context as well as occupational context. Similarly, May, Korczynski, and Frenkel (2002) address how organizational form (context) intersects with occupation (knowledge workers in their study) to affect occupational and organizational commitment. These studies are on the right track but have generally studied single occupations or relied on extremely crude occupational categories. This interest in multiple occupational contexts seems almost to have been an afterthought or just an investigation of a potentially interesting moderator variable. Occupational context was at the heart of our study, but our analysis only scratches the surface of the types of issues raised by Trice and Beyer (1993) . Future research needs to go beyond our analysis to allow for the study of how the intersection of organizational culture and occupational subculture influences employee work commitment. .060 .118** .234*** −.098* .334*** .403***1.000 *p < .05, two-tailed test. **p < .01, two-tailed test. ***p < .001, two-tailed test.
